Critics in market contexts are engaged in a constant struggle for legitimacy-a legitimacy which is dependent, in part, on the establishment of a rationalized and defensible system of standards for evaluating products. By appealing to such standards, critics legitimate the transfer of knowledge embodied in their evaluations and establish their contribution as intermediaries to the market at large. While this idea has received considerable attention in sociological literature, the implications of it in terms of market dynamics have been relatively unexplored. In this paper, I
Introduction
The attention of critics plays a key role in a number of market contexts. In order for producers to compete successfully, their products must first succeed in attracting the attention of consumers. And, in many arenas, capturing the attention of the consuming audience is dependent to a large degree on gaining the attention of institutional gatekeepers such as critics who work to winnow the vast number of products offered in a market into a much smaller number of "select" goods from which everyday consumers can choose.
In arenas in which the differential success of producers in a market is determined at least in part by the differential attention of critics, understanding the factors shaping the way in which critics dole out their selective attention is important in understanding competitive dynamics among producers. Exploring the factors driving critical attention is also likely to shed insight into why market actors look the way they do in such contexts. If critical attention is necessary for success, one can expect actors to tailor themselves in an attempt to maximize their chances of obtaining critical attention.
Previous research has proposed a number of factors constraining the coverage decisions of institutional gatekeepers. Rao, Greve, and Davis (2001) , for example, suggest that environmental uncertainty may push securities analysts to rely on social proof (i.e. the coverage of their peers) as a heuristic for judging how to allocate attention. And, in their model of the rise and fall of social problems, Hilgartner and Bosk (1988) propose a number of resource-based constraints affecting the selection of particular problems for coverage in the media, including general cultural preoccupations, political biases, the need for drama and novelty, danger of saturation, and the rhythms of organizational life.
Underlying such work is the fundamental premise that institutional gatekeepers do more than simply reflect overall supply and demand in a market, but are subject to particular demands or constraints that shape their behavior in characteristic ways. Building on this, the current study proposes systematic constraints imposed on critics by their need to establish themselves as legitimate intermediaries to the market at large. I extend current understanding of the factors shaping competition for critics' attention by demonstrating how the belief systems critics construct and rely upon to evaluate quality for different categories of goods influence their coverage decisions. Through a semantic-based methodology, I assess systematic differences in the properties of the schemas critics develop for the evaluation of different categories of products.
It is expected that differences in such properties will shape and channel critics' future coverage decisions in systematic ways. More specifically, I argue that critics, in an effort to gain legitimacy, will give disproportionately greater attention to those categories for which they have established clear and organized schemas for evaluation.
This study complements previous work aimed at developing understanding of how beliefs regarding categories impact on the behavior of market actors (Hsu 2003a; Hsu 2003b ).
These prior studies demonstrated that the structural properties of broadly-held evaluative schemas have important implications for the sorting of producers across product categories as well as the combination rates of different categories within boundary-spanning products. The current paper extends this line of research by exploring the way in which the structural properties of such schemas influence critics' coverage decisions, and as a result, competitive market dynamics.
This study also extends research on institutional processes, which has focused mainly on the organizational actors vying for legitimacy rather than the audiences responsible for conferring it (Zuckerman 1999) . In neoinstitutionalist research, for example, most empirical studies have focused on the explicit adoption of practices and behavior thought to be appropriate for actors in an organizational field and has generally avoided direct study of the values and perceptions audiences hold towards those practices or behaviors themselves.
2 In a similar vein, organizational ecologists have focused on the density of organizations in a population when seeking to assess the effects of legitimation on the vital rates of organizations. Research focusing on the social structuration of markets, meanwhile, has largely focused on organizational attributes such as status and patterns of external ties when studying the effects of perceptions of quality on the opportunities available to organizations (Stuart, Hoang, and Hybels 1999:315; Podolny 1993; Podolny and Phillips 1996) .
The research proposed here, on the other hand, represents a fundamental shift in focus from organizations to their audiences. Given that audiences are responsible for conferring legitimacy onto organizational actors, it is likely that the expectations and preferences of audience members will exert an important influence on institutional and market dynamics. This focus is consistent with work by Zuckerman (1999; which demonstrates that the success of organizations is shaped by degree to which they conform to the classification schemas held by industry analysts. In this research, Zuckerman demonstrates that explicit attention to the belief systems held by market intermediaries can enhance understanding of the costs of illegitimacy among organizational actors. The current study expands upon this line of work by establishing a framework for understanding systematic differences in the types of schemas held by audiences and exploring how such differences will impact on the opportunities and rewards given to organizations. By exploring structural differences in the way in which audiences think about and evaluate products, this study develops a more nuanced understanding of the effects of audienceside cognition on the ability of producers to establish themselves as legitimate and successful players in the market.
Finally, this study aims to enhance existing understanding of the role and influence of gatekeepers in cultural fields by producing a systematic analysis of how schematic properties shape critical attention in markets for cultural goods. Research within the production of culture perspective regarding the role of gatekeepers has provided a number of ethnographic accounts of the role gatekeepers play in the production and consumption of goods in various cultural domains (e.g. Hirsch 1972; Powell 1985; Greenfeld 1989; Shrum 1996) . The current study complements such research by developing a formal method for systematically testing an idea derived from ethnographic accounts-that critics strive to legitimate their presence by appealing principled and organized standards of evaluation. This formal methodology allows for a clear and falsifiable test of how the structural properties of critics' standards for evaluation impact on the way in which they fulfill their roles as market intermediaries. It also contributes to existing understanding of competitive dynamics in markets by introducing the structural properties of critical schemas as a significant influence on producers' success.
The Role of the Critic I begin with a discussion of the critical act. A fundamental goal of a critic is to establish the standards by which value judgments can be made (Greenfeld 1989; Becker 1984; White and White 1992; Shrum 1996; Hsu and Podolny, forthcoming) . Through their evaluations, critics offer principles for the comparison and ranking of objects relative to one another in terms of value. Directly or indirectly, they promote particular criteria by which justifiable value distinctions can be made, while glossing over or downplaying potential others. The result is the establishment and promotion of a particular schema for value discrimination-a framework intended to guide the evaluations of others in the market.
Seen from this perspective, quality is not something that arises automatically from the inherent characteristics of objects, but rather something that is externally-imposed. Standards for quality must be constructed and reified through the discussions and writings of actors such as producers, consumers, and critics (Shrum 1996) . Through discourse, actors establish and promote their own schemas for discriminating products in terms of quality. And so it is largely through discourse that the exchange and interaction of notions of quality takes place. Locally-created schemas for quality are proffered and interact with-clashing against, weaving together with, perhaps even consuming-other schemas for quality. In this midst of this, the critic struggles for broader acceptance of his own terms of evaluation. If successful in persuading others as to the validity and authority of his particular standards, he will have established and legitimated his position as an important mediator to the market at large.
Sociological work suggests that success in this endeavor is dependent on a critic's ability to justify the merit and legitimacy of the criteria he offers for discriminating value (Becker 1982; Shrum 1996) . And the ability of a critic to legitimate his peculiar interpretation of quality, and as a result to establish himself as an expert of the market, is based on the appeal to principled and organized standards of evaluation. Reference to such standards legitimates the transfer of knowledge embodied in critical judgments (Shrum 1996) . The application of clear rule-based knowledge eliminates perceptions of subjectivity on the part of the critic. Rather than simply being the result of personal tastes, an evaluation that appeals to logic and reason claims objectivity. With a coherent schema of evaluation, a critic has a concrete basis for making and justifying claims regarding the value of a particular good. This, in turn, legitimates his presence and contribution to the market at large.
If the evaluative schemas critics set forth are accepted by other types of actors in the market, such schemas have the power to provide stability to the market by channeling perceptions and actions in predictable ways (Becker 1982) . In such situations, critical attention can have a marked impact on producer success. A number of studies have documented the impact of critical coverage in such "mediated" markets. In capital markets, for example, Zuckerman (1999) finds that organizations who fail to attract the attention of the securities analysts who specialize in their industries suffer in terms of valuation. Research within the field of marketing similarly suggests that critics play an important role in consumer decision-making in cultural industries such as book publishing, theater and performance arts, and recorded music (e.g. Litman 1983; Eliashberg and Shugan 1997; Greco 1997; Holbrook 1999; Caves 2000; Basuroy, Chatterjee and Ravid 2003) .
In sum, a fundamental goal of a critic is the construction and promotion of schema of evaluation that is regarded as legitimate by others in the market. And this legitimacy can be attained through the creation of a principled, and thus defensible, ideology of standards. But here is where a fundamental bias in critics' coverage patterns is introduced. In their struggle to attain legitimacy, critics are likely to become constrained in their future coverage decisions by the degree to which they have been successful in developing justifiable standards for particular categories of products. Clearly, among different types of categories, the evaluative schemas critics construct can differ considerably in the degree to which the rules within them have been organized into a clear and principled set (Greenfeld 1989) . Variation among categories in the coherence of evaluative schemas is likely to affect the degree to which critics will attend to products within those categories. Critics are likely to be more attracted to arenas in which they have been successful in establishing coherent schemas for evaluation. It is in such arenas that they are best able to justify the validity of their particular schemas and thus their claims regarding the value of products. Simmel (1907) alludes to a similar principle in his discussion of the bases of economic value. Simmel holds that objects need "a certain comprehensiveness, frequency and permanence" for actors to be able to establish a value for them. Of course, since value is also determined by relative scarcity, this suggests that actors value objects that are within reach (i.e. cognitively comprehensible and instrumentally attainable), but not too close or easily obtainable. Powell (1985) also suggests a similar dynamic in his discussion of the processes by which book publishing editors winnow down the vast number of manuscripts encountered into a much smaller set which will then be considered seriously for sponsorship. In his ethnographic study of editors in scholarly publishing houses, Powell observes that a manuscript's likelihood of being published is affected by the difficulty an editor encounters in evaluating the quality of that manuscript. Editors are reluctant to deal with manuscripts that they do not feel competent in evaluating. Dense, complex books are thus less likely to be published, not only because they are perceived as less commercially viable, but also because editors do not feel capable of tackling the difficult material within them. In a similar vein, I suggest that critics are likely to avoid products belonging to categories in which they have not developed coherent schemas for evaluation because they will feel less confident in their ability to make and defend claims regarding the quality of products in these arenas.
This proposition also meshes with work within psychological literature on accountability (Tetlock 1992; Lerner and Tetlock 1999) . Accountability refers to the expectation of having to justify one's beliefs, feelings, and actions to others. Empirical research focusing on the effects of accountability in choice tasks suggests that, when people make decisions in front of audiences, they will form a greater preference for options for which they can provide good rationales. This preference for options that are easier to justify is attributed towards people's desire to avoid appearing foolish in the eyes of others (Shafir, Simonson, and Tversky 1993) . Given that critics' evaluations of films are public and that their status and livelihood depends, at least in part, on readers' perceptions of how legitimate their evaluations are, one would expect accountability to exert a strong influence over critics' actions. In the interest of gaining or maintaining readers' respect for their expertise, critics will exhibit a natural tendency to review films from genres that they have more justifiable principles of evaluation for.
Critics are thus expected to have a greater preference for evaluating products from categories for which they hold more coherent schemas of evaluation. Holding constant other factors, the main hypothesis is proposed:
H1: Critics will allocate greater attention to product categories for which they have developed more coherent schemas for evaluation.
Supply-and Demand-Side Influences over Critical Attention
Of course, acknowledging the importance of critics' schemas does not discount the possibility that critical coverage patterns are also shaped by other supply-and demand-side factors in the market. As Hilgartner and Bosk (1988) suggest, more than one selection principle can influence the dynamics of competition for gatekeepers' attention. In this section, I offer several principles emanating from the supply-and demand-side of the market that may, in addition to the main principle of schematic coherence, affect critical coverage patterns. One important factor that is likely to affect a producer's likelihood of receiving critical attention is its position within the market's status ordering (Podolny 1993; . Status provides producers with a competitive advantage. For a given task, higher-status actors generally receive greater recognition and rewards relative to their lower-status counterparts (Merton 1968) . The differential rewards available to producers at different levels of the status hierarchy ultimately work to reproduce inequality in the market by constraining those at the bottom of the status hierarchy (Podolny 1993) . This research suggests that critics will reward producers of higherstatus by awarding them greater recognition relative to lower-status producers:
H2: Critics will allocate greater attention to products that have been produced by highstatus actors.
Critical coverage patterns may also be affected by the density of products within a particular category. According to organizational ecologists, the sheer prevalence of organizations belonging to a particular form may lend the form a taken-for-granted status, decreasing the need for justifications of the efficiency or worth of its specific design (Hannan and Freeman 1977) . In a similar vein, the sheer prevalence of objects from a category is likely to increase the extent to which the category is recognized and taken for granted by market actors, thereby reducing the need for justifications of the distinct nature of the category and its peculiar characteristics (Kim 2000) . The increase in legitimacy that growth in density of products within a category brings is expected to lead to greater critical recognition of members of that category.
H3a: As the number of products within a category increases, the likelihood that any single product from the category will receive critical attention will increase.
As density continues to increase, however, the gains that additional numbers bring in terms of legitimation for a particular category are likely to decrease (Hannan and Freeman 1977) .
At the same time, the deleterious effects of competition intensify at higher density levels as resources become increasingly scarce. Competition among similar products for critics' attention in a crowded category is likely to begin working against individual products, driving the likelihood of critical attention for any one product from the category down. Powell's (1985) research suggests a similar dynamic, where saturation of similar material decreases the likelihood that a book manuscript will reach the formal decision-making stage at publishing firms.
H3b: For crowded product categories, the likelihood that any single product will receive critical attention will decrease as the number of products within the category increases.
Together, H3a and H3b suggest a non-monotonic effect of category density on the likelihood of critical attention for any one product. When density is relatively low, increased numbers will bring greater attention to any one product from the category. At this point, competition among products within the category for critical attention is expected to be relatively low. As density continues to increase, however, competitive processes will begin to dominate.
As a result, when the category is already relatively crowded, an increase in density is expected to decrease the likelihood of attention for any one product from the category.
Of course, exogenous factors influencing the attention of critics do not only emanate from the supply side of the market. Critical coverage decisions are also likely to be shaped by buyers' preferences. Certain categories of products may simply be more popular among buyers, and thus generate greater demand. Generally speaking, critics perform a service for buyers in doing much of their evaluative work for them. However, these services will only be viewed as useful to the extent that critics evaluate products that are of potential interest to consumers. 12/22/2003 Critics must engage their audiences by attending to products consumers are likely to be interested in choosing from. They are thus likely to give greater attention to those categories that tend to generate greater consumer demand.
H4: Critics will allocate greater attention to product categories for which there is greater consumer demand.
It is important to emphasize that the hypotheses that I have proposed are not intended as competing propositions. I expect that critics' attention patterns are shaped by a number of different factors emanating from a variety of different sources. The crux of what I am proposing in this paper is that, above and beyond other supply-and demand-side factors, the coherence of the beliefs critics hold regarding quality for different product categories will play a significant role in the distribution of critical attention.
Study Context: The U.S. Film Industry
The hypotheses proposed in this study will be tested within the context of the U.S. feature film industry. There have been a number of studies noting the importance of critics within this particular context (e,g, Litman 1983; Austin 1983; Wyatt and Badger 1984; Shrum 1991; Wyatt 1994; Sochay 1994; Eliashberg and Shugan 1997; Reddy, Swaminathan, and Motley 1998; Litman and Ahn 1998; Holbrook 1999; Basuroy, Chatterjee, and Ravid 2003) . Zuckerman and Kim (2003: 47) highlight several features of the film industry, such as "the prominent display of critical endorsements in advertisements, the efforts by film distributors to shape critical opinion (e.g. Napoli 1998), and the rise of certain critics to celebrity status" that support the notion that film critics exert influence over others in their market. Indeed, a number of studies have found a positive relationship between favorable critical reviews and theatrical rentals or revenues (Litman 1983; Litman and Kohl 1989; Wallace, Seigerman, and Holbrook 1993; Sochay 1994; Prag and Casavant 1994; Sawhney and Eliashberg 1996; De Silva 1998; Litman and Ahn 1998) .
Conventional wisdom also supports the notion that critics exert a powerful voice in this industry.
An article in the Wall Street Journal (April 27, 2001: B1) reports that studios recognize the impact of critical opinions on film audiences and often strategically manipulate the review process by promoting excerpts from favorable reviews in their advertising and postponing or skipping advance screening for critics if they anticipate bad reviews. The film industry would thus appear to be a prime context for investigating critics' attention patterns. 12/22/2003 The product categories, in this context, are film genres. Genres are commonly used by actors within the film industry as well as by the audience in the classification of films. As
Abrams, Bell, and Urdis (2001) Litman and Kohl 1989; Prag and Casavant 1994; Sochay 1994; De Silva 1998; Neelamegham and Chintagunta 1999) .
Measures and Models
Measuring Schema Coherence film not reviewed by the Times, while the corresponding ratio for the Sun-Times is approximately 1.3 (see Table A1 in the Appendix).
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Reviews from the NYT were gathered through Lexis-Nexis Universe (http://www.lexisnexis.com/universe/), while reviews from the Sun-Times were gathered through its corporate website (http://www.suntimes.com).
In this study, I analyze attention patterns for the NYT critics as a collective group. Put differently, my analyses concern whether or not a film receives attention from any one of the NYT film critics. This choice in level of analysis stems from the fact that coverage decisions at this periodical must sometimes be negotiated among various critics. As A.O. Scott, a lead critic for the NYT, describes, "Well, basically we pick the [films]
that we want to review. When more than one critic wants to review a movie, we usually work it out pretty informally.... [We] talk about what we want to do with each other and decide for ourselves." 5 While it seems that individual NYT critics have a considerable amount of control over which movies they will review, the fact that some coverage decisions must be negotiated suggests that it may be more appropriate to analyze coverage for NYT critics at the group level.
When analyzing attention patterns for the Sun-Times, however, I focus solely on Roger Ebert, the main film critic for this newspaper. The allocation of film reviews is much more hierarchical at the Sun-Times compared to the NYT. As a respondent from the Sun-Times stated, "Roger reviews whatever movies he wants to. When he is not interested in reviewing a particular movie or doesn't feel like he has time to review it, he will assign it to one of the other critics to do." 6 The hierarchical nature of review assignment at this periodical suggests that it may be more appropriate to focus on Roger Ebert's individual coverage patterns rather than the coverage patterns of the Sun-Times critics as a group. Doing so also allows me to compare results when coverage patterns are analyzed at the level of the periodical versus the level of the individual critic. Not surprisingly, there is a positive correlation (0.72, p<.001) between the movies Ebert and the NYT critics selected for review.
The likelihood that a film was reviewed by each set of critics is estimated through a series of logit regression models. In these models, each observation consists of an individual film, and the dependent variable takes on a value of 1 if the film was reviewed. The main covariate of interest ("coherence score") is the coherence of the evaluative schema each set of critics holds for 4 In analyses predicting likelihood of being a top 50 grossing film, I control for film budget, prior experience and success of a film's directors and producers, the number of directors and producers for a film, and the prior financial success of films from the same genre in the previous year. The reported effects of a Sun-Times review are for reviews by Roger Ebert, the main film critic for that periodical. 5 Quote from phone interview conducted by author with A.O. Scott, 9/3/03. 6 Quote from phone interview conducted by author with respondent from the office of the Sun-Times entertainment section, 8/16/03. a film's genre. As Shrum (1996) suggests, the schemas that critics create for the evaluation of quality are established and reinforced through the discourse of their reviews. Schema coherence for different genres can thus be discerned from critics' reviews of recent films from those genres.
To measure systematic differences in the structure of different evaluative schemas, I
utilize a methodology developed by and described in greater detail in Hsu and Podolny (forthcoming) . The basic premise of this method is that the language an individual uses to interpret and evaluate an object reflects his cognitive representation of the category within which the object resides (Berger and Luckman 1966; Edelman 1977; Carley 1986a; 1986b; Swidler 1986; Franzosi 1990 ). This methodology therefore analyzes the words used in evaluations of individual films to assess the schemas actors hold for the genres to which the films belong. This method focuses, in particular, on the adjectives used by critics in their film reviews.
Adjectives are key instruments for evaluating beliefs regarding a category. The main purpose of an adjective is to "denote a quality of the thing named, to indicate its quantity or extent, or to specify a thing as distinct from something else" (Merriam-Webster 2001) . It is, in essence, used for the modification or elaboration of meaning. Because of their descriptive purpose, adjectives play an important role in interpreting and evaluating objects. The structure of this word class also provides a clear and intuitive way to understand relationships among the words used by an individual for a particular category. Relationships among adjectives can be characterized by the degree to which they share synonyms--to the extent that two adjectives share the same synonyms, they can be regarded as closely related, or similar, to one another.
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The basic goal of this method is to represent the overall organization of meaning among the adjectives used by critics to interpret films within each genre. To collect adjectives, I focused on the most recently reviews films from each of the genres. For the NYT, I analyzed the last eight films reviewed prior to 1996 within each genre. 8 For Ebert, I only used information regarding the last four films reviewed prior to 1996 because a smaller sample of films was available. 9 The genres of musical and mystery are included in the analyses for the NYT but not for Ebert since there were an insufficient number of films reviewed by Ebert for these genres.
7 This semantic-based approach to assessing relationships among attributes rests on the notion that relationships between attributes may exist by virtue of purely semantic considerations (d'Andrade 1965). Smith et al. (1974) suggest, for example, that judges do not necessarily infer that an honest person to be trustworthy because they witness a frequent co-occurrence of honesty and trustworthiness in people, but rather because these two words have similar semantic features. 8 When there were more than 8 films released in a year, I randomly sampled 8 films from that year. 9 Reviews written by Ebert dating back to 1985 were available from the Sun-Times website. For one of the genres (romance), Ebert only reviewed four films between 1985 and 1995. I therefore analyzed the last four films reviewed in each genre to assess Ebert's schema coherence scores.
I extracted the adjectives from the texts of each set of reviews using a rule-based part-ofspeech tagger 10 (Brill 1993) . For each film review, I placed each of the words identified as an adjective by the part-of-speech tagger in the list of adjectives for that film's genre. In this way, adjectives within films reviews were aggregated at the genre-level.
11
Once these lists were constructed, I collected the synonyms of each of the adjectives in the lists using an online version of Webster's thesaurus. This information was then used to assess relationships between adjectives by measuring the amount of synonym overlap between every possible pair of adjectives in this list. By measuring similarity between each pair of adjectives in a category's schema, I could then assess the overall organization of adjectives within the schema.
To do this, I created an adjective-by-adjective matrix with synonym-overlap scores for each genre. If there are N adjectives in a genre list, synonym overlap would be represented through an NxN matrix, where cell i, j denotes the synonym overlap of adjectives i and j.
Adjectives i and j are regarded as similar in meaning to the extent that row i and row j in this matrix have a similar pattern of synonym overlap with all the other adjectives in the matrix.
Cluster-analytic techniques could then be used to identify and group together adjectives with similar patterns of synonym overlap. In order to compare across different sets of adjectives in a concise manner, I assess the degree to which the clustering method effectively captures the natural distribution of each set of adjectives at a pre-specified number of clusters and compare this across the different categories.
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Determining how many clusters to use for the prespecified cluster number is an important issue. One reasonable approach to determining this value is to identify the optimal cluster number for each distribution within a set and then to 10 The basic purpose of part of speech taggers is to assign tags to words that reflect their syntactic category. The particular tagger used in these analyses performs this task through two stages. Initially, every word is assigned its most likely tag in isolation. To do so, the program refers to a tagged training corpus which has a lexical entry consisting of a partially ordered list of tags that indicate the most likely tag for each word in the corpus. Next, contextual transformations are performed in order to improve the accuracy of this assignment. 11 Only adjectives from reviews of "pure" genre films-those classified as belonging to a single genre-were used in the construction of these genre-level lists. 12 For the cluster analyses, I used clustering algorithms available through SAS (SAS Institute Inc. 1989). In the initial step of the cluster analysis, I drew on Ward's clustering algorithm to determine cluster centers. To determine what the most similar pair of clusters are, Ward's uses the criterion of minimization of the sum of squared Euclidean distances between every point in a cluster and their group mean for partitioning. This criterion offers a particularly direct means for assessing cluster profiles since the variance explained by each partition is simply the ratio of between-cluster sum of squares to total sum of squared distances.
Results from clustering through Ward's (1963) hierarchical clustering method were then used to provide initial starting seeds for PROC FASTCLUS, SAS's version of MacQueen's (1967) k-means clustering algorithm which implements the sum of squares criterion when constructing clusters. This technique of using the results from a hierarchical clustering to inform the initial starting positions for k-means has been shown to result in superior recovery of data structures when compared to the performance of other partitioning and hierarchical methods (Milligan 1980) . specify the cluster level at the lowest of these numbers. This would seem to be an effective way to capture variation among the different categories in the degree to which the different schemas are organized in a clear and coherent manner.
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The variances explained are interpreted as a reflection of the overall structure and coherence of meaning among the different adjectives in the category's list. The greater the variance explained by this pre-specified number of clusters, the more clear and well-developed the structure of the category's descriptors. Put differently, if this relatively low number of clusters can explain a high percentage of the total variance among the category's descriptors, these descriptors are related to one another in a relatively clear and straightforward manner.
Genres that have a greater amount of variance captured by the cluster solution are thus presumed to have a more coherent set of standards against which the quality of films is evaluated. On the opposite extreme, if there is relatively little variance explained by the cluster solution, there is little organization to the overall structure of adjectives within a schema. In this case, there are no clear rubrics for evaluation and, thus, a large amount of ambiguity as to the merits of that particular schema for evaluation. Figure 1 shows the distribution of genres for the NYT critics along an axis representing the percent variance explained at the specified cluster number. For this set of data, the lowest optimal cluster number was eight.
13 There exist a variety of methods for identifying the number of clusters that most appropriately represent the underlying data. These so-called "stopping rules" typically evaluate some measure of the goodness of a cluster solution and identify the number for which this measure is optimized (Gordon 1999) . In a review of more than thirty stopping rules, Milligan and Cooper (1985) found Calinski and Harabasz's (1974) pseudo F statistic and Sarle's (1983) cubic clustering criterion to be two of the more effective for assessing the number of clusters present in a set of simulated data. 12/22/2003 As with the NYT genre assignments, the genre of comedy has the highest amount of variance explained by the cluster solution, while western has one of the lowest. Similarly, the genres of action, crime, horror, and thriller are located somewhat in the middle of the pack. Some differences between the two sets of genre assignments can be noted, however. For example, while drama for Ebert is one of the more coherent genres, while for NYT critics it is one of the least. And while adventure for the NYT critics is relatively high in coherence, it is the least coherent genre for Ebert.
While these similarities and differences in schema coherence assignments between the two sets of critics are interesting in and of themselves, the focus of this study is on whether each 12/22/2003 set's peculiar coherence ranking for the different genres are reflected in their coverage patterns.
The main proposition of this study is that critics will award greater attention to those categories for which they have developed more coherent schemas of evaluation. In terms of these analyses, this suggests that the likelihood that a film will receive attention from a particular critic will increase as the critic's coherence score for the film's genre increases.
Additional Covariates
In addition to this main covariate, a number of variables were included to test for the proposed supply-and demand-side influences on critical attention. To test for the effects of producer status on the likelihood of critical attention (H2), I included a variable indicating whether a film's directors and/or producers have had prior success in the film industry. Success is treated here as having participated in a film that either ranked among the top 50 highest grossing films in its year of release or was nominated for either an Academy Award or Golden Globe (two of the industry's most prestigious awards). Given that both financial success and artistic recognition through industry awards are highly valued by members of the film industry, both can be regarded as indicators of filmmakers' status among their peers (Faulkner 1983; Faulkner and Anderson 1987) . Filmmakers who have attained these high levels of success through their prior films will occupy attractive positions within the industry's status hierarchy and experience a competitive advantage in terms of recognition and rewards. As a result, the films that they work on are expected to have significantly higher likelihoods of receiving critical coverage.
To test for the effects of product category density (H3a and H3b), I include covariates representing the number of films released in the film's same genre in the previous year. If the count number of films recently released in a genre indicates the extent to which that genre is recognized as a legitimate entity and is awarded critical attention, the likelihood that a critic will review a film from that genre should increase with this count (H3a). However, as that count increases further, the likelihood that a critic will review a film from that genre is expected to decrease (H3b).
To test for the effects of consumer demand on critics' attention patterns, I include the recent financial success of films from a film's genre. Hypothesis 4 suggests that films whose genres have generated greater revenue in the recent past will be more likely to be reviewed by critics. To test for the effects of genres' prior financial success on critics' attention patterns, I
include measures of the log of average and maximum financial performance of films in the same genre over the previous year.
14 A number of other covariates are also used in the reported analyses. I include variables regarding film budget in order to control for the effects that greater project resources will have on the likelihood of critical attention. A larger budget is expected to increase a film's chances of being reviewed by critics since greater budgets are often associated with bigger promotional campaigns. A larger budget is also likely to be a signal of a studio's increased faith in the quality of a film and the likelihood that it will engage in tactics such as personal requests to co-opt the attention of critics. I included variables indicating whether a budget was reported for a film in the Internet Movie Database and, in cases where one was reported, the size of the budget (labelled "any budget information" and "budget", respectively). For the majority of films (83.5%), no budget information was available in the IMDB. These films are expected to have relatively low budgets relative to films with reported budget information and thus to have a lower likelihood of critical coverage.
I also have included a variable indicating whether or not a film's directors and/or producers have had previous experience in the film industry as a covariate. Directors and producers who have had prior experience are more likely to have established a reputation or greater network of contacts among others in the film industry. This is likely to increase their chances of being reviewed by film critics.
The number of producers and directors on each film are also included as control variables. These variables are included to control for the impact that variation among films in number of primary filmmakers may have on filmmaker status or experience. In addition to these variables, I include a dummy variable to account for missing director and producer information.
Of the 6232 films in the sample, 1303 (20.9%) have missing director and producer information.
It is likely that these missing observations are for relatively unknown or inexperienced directors and producers. Rather than drop films with missing director and/or producer information, I
include a binary variable ("any filmmaker information") that equals one when this information is present and equals zero otherwise in the regressions. I then coded relevant variables (such as any previous director or producer experience and number of directors or producers per film) to be zero for observations with missing information.
14 Information regarding financial performance of the top 100 box office grossing films for each year was complete. However, box office grosses for some films, particularly those that have earned relatively small revenues, were not reported. A conservative method for dealing with this incomplete information is to set box office gross for films in which no revenue information was reported to be equal to the 100th box office grossing film in its year of release.
I have also included a set of covariates to account for films that I was not able to include in the analyses of schema coherence. While these films do not have coherence scores, they are included to ensure that estimates of other variables such as budget or filmmaker status take into account the full sample of films. The first variable I include ("multiple genre") indicates whether or not a film belonged to multiple genres. The second ("single genre: no coherence score")
indicates whether or not a film belonged to a single genre that was excluded from the cluster analyses because of an insufficient number of reviews. It was also necessary to account for information missing from the IMDB regarding the genres that films belonged to. For roughly one-sixth of the observations (16.3%) there was no genre information listed. Again, rather than drop these observations entirely, I include a variable ("any genre information") that equals one when any genre information is present and equals zero otherwise in the regressions. I then coded genre-related variables (e.g. count of films in same genre in previous year, revenue of films in same genre in previous year) to be zero for observations with missing information. In support of the status hypothesis (H2), prior success among a film's directors and/or producers is found to significantly increase a film's chances of critical attention. Model A also shows that prior experience among a film's directors and/or producers increases its chances of garnering attention. Greater numbers of directors and producers increase this likelihood as well (although the effect of director count loses significance when additional controls are added in Models B and C). I also find that having budget information reported by the IMDB as well as the actual size of the budget both increase a film's likelihood of being reviewed by the NYT.
Results

NYT Critics
Model B includes the lagged genre-level covariates for each film. The effects of the linear and squared terms for the count of films released in the previous year in each genre are introduced here. As predicted, a film's likelihood of being reviewed increases with the linear density term and decreases with the squared term (H3a and H3b). In this model, the variable representing consumer demand (log of lagged maximum revenue of films within the focal film's genre) does not have a significant effect on the likelihood of gaining critical attention. However, as I discuss below, the effect of lagged revenue becomes significant when the interaction between maximum revenue and schema coherence is taken into account. 12/22/2003 Model B also reports the main effect of the evaluative schema of the film's genre. In support of the main proposition of this study (H1), I find that critics are more likely to award attention to films for which they have developed more coherent generic schemas. Put differenlty, films whose generic schemas have a higher percentage of variance explained at the pre-specified cluster level are more likely to gain critical attention. A similar effect is found for the main covariate in Model C, when the log of maximum revenue is interacted with schema coherence.
With the inclusion of this interaction term, the main effect of lagged maximum revenue becomes positive and significant. The effect of the interaction term, meanwhile, is negative and significant. To assist in the interpretation of these effects, Figure 3 illustrates the estimated probability of receiving NYT coverage at different levels of schema coherence and lagged revenue.
Figure 3: Interaction of NYT coherence score and lagged maximum revenue (log)
As Figure 1 shows, for all revenue levels, a film's likelihood of being reviewed increases as schema coherence increases. However, the slope of this increase varies for different levels of 12/22/2003 revenue. When revenue is high, there is a relatively small increase in the likelihood of being reviewed. For example, when lagged maximum revenue is approximately $665 million (exp 6.5 ), a film whose genre has a low coherence score (19.0) has a 32.9% probability of being reviewed, while the probability for an otherwise-comparable film with a high coherence score (35.0) is only 4.4% higher at 37.3%. By contrast, when revenue is low, the change in likelihood resulting from an increased coherence score is much larger. For example, when lagged maximum revenue is $12.1 million (exp 2.5 ), the film from the low-coherence genre has a 30.0% probability of being reviewed, while its high-coherence counterpart is 43.6% higher at 73.6%. This figure suggests that coherence makes little difference in terms of NYT coverage for films whose genres have had relatively high revenues in the previous year, while it makes a substantial difference for films from genres that have done poorly in terms of revenue in the previous year. Very similar effects are found when lagged average revenue is used in place of lagged maximum revenue to represent consumer demand.
Roger Ebert
In the next set of analyses, I investigate whether Ebert exhibits the same tendency as the NYT critics to allocate greater attention to genres for which he has developed more coherent schemas. Table 3 shows the results of logit regressions models estimating the likelihood that a film will be reviewed by Ebert. 12/22/2003 Model A shows a number of effects similar to those seen in the NYT regressions. I again find that the coefficient for prior success among a film's directors and/or producers is positive and significant, supporting the hypothesis that producer status increases likelihood of critical coverage (H3). I also find that prior experience among a film's directors and/or producers, as well as a greater number of producers increases its chances of garnering attention. And, as in the previous set of regressions, I find that having budget information reported by the IMDB as well as the actual size of the budget both increase a film's likelihood of being reviewed by Ebert. In contrast to the NYT regressions, I find that an increased count of directors on a film decreases a film's chances of being reviewed by Ebert. This effect, however, is only marginally significant (p<0.10).
In Model B, which includes the lagged genre-level controls for each film, I find support for the hypothesis that category density has a non-monotonic effect on the likelihood of critical attention for any one product (H3a and H3b). The effect of the linear term for the count of films released in the previous year in each genre is positive and significant, while the effect of the squared term is negative and significant.
Model B also shows that the lagged maximum revenue of films within the focal film's genre has a significant positive effect on the likelihood of gaining critical attention. This again supports the consumer demand hypothesis (H4). Note the contrast here with the NYT analyses, which only reported a significant effect of consumer demand when an interaction term between consumer demand and schema coherence was included. As Table 3 illustrates, consumer demand for Ebert has a significant positive effect on the likelihood of coverage for a film regardless of the level of schema coherence for its genre. This suggests that Ebert is more likely to review films from genres that generate a high level of consumer demand, regardless of the level of coherence in the evaluative schema he holds for those genres. Indeed, while including the interaction term significantly increased the fit of the model for the NYT critics, it does not significantly improve the fit for Ebert and is thus not reported here.
Moving to the main covariate-schema coherence-I find that critics are more likely to give coverage to those films for which they have developed more coherent generic schemas. This again supports the main proposition of this study. As in the previous analyses, similar effects are found when consumer demand is represented through lagged average rather than lagged maximum revenue.
Supplementary Analyses
To test the robustness of these findings, I include a number of supplementary analyses.
The first set of analyses examines an alternative specification of schema coherence, while the next two explore alternative explanations for the results uncovered. The last set of analyses addresses the issue of multiple genre films by examining the effects of schema coherence when coherence scores for common multiple genre combinations are included in analyses of critical coverage patterns. The results of the analyses are described here, while their corresponding tables are included in the Appendix.
Alternative Specification of Coherence
Instead of treating coherence as the percent variance explained at a pre-specified number of clusters, I treat it here as the number of clusters required to capture a pre-specified percentage of total variance. This number of clusters again reflects the degree to which the overall adjective structure is developed in a concise and well-organized manner. The fewer the number of clusters required to capture a certain percentage of variance, the more coherent the overall structure of 12/22/2003 adjectives for that genre. To test for the effects of coherence using this alternative specification, I
construct variables measuring the number of clusters required to capture 25% and 50% of total variance among each genre's adjectives. In Tables A2.1 and A2 .2 in the Appendix, I report the results of analyses using standardized values of these alternative coherence variables since standardizing these variables provides a better fit for the data.
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The results of regressions using this alternative coherence measure are similar to the results of the original set of analyses. The variables indicating the number of clusters required to reach 25% and 50% of total variance both have a significant negative effect on likelihood of critical attention from the NYT critics and Ebert. This suggests that, the lower the number of clusters required to capture the specified percentage sfor a genre, the more likely films from that genre are to be reviewed. This again supports the idea that greater schema coherence results in greater likelihood of critical coverage. 16 The effects of the rest of the covariates are similar to the results in the original regressions.
Total Count of Adjectives per Genre
I next explore an alternative explanation for the schema coherence effects uncovered. As described earlier, the lists of adjectives used in the cluster analyses were collected from a sample of reviews from each of the genres. It is important to note that, while the number of reviews used in each sample was the same for each set of critics, the length of the adjective lists generated from these reviews varied across the different genres. Given such differences, it may be misleading to simply compare the explanatory power of a specific number of clusters across the different genres. It may be the case, in fact, that the sheer number of adjectives in each genre list may be more important than the cluster variance scores in explaining critics' coverage patterns.
To test this, I include a variable measuring the number of adjectives in each genre list in the regression models. For the NYT critics (Table A3 .2, Model A), the number of adjectives has a marginally-significant negative effect on the likelihood of critical coverage (p<0.10). This suggests that NYT critics are less likely to attend to films from genres that they tend to elaborate at greater length about in their reviews. One possible explanation is that this greater length in reviews is a reflection of the greater degree of effort critics must put forth in justifying their 15 The models reported in the Appendix replicate the final models reported in the original regressions for the NYT critics and Ebert, with the alternative coherence variables ("# clusters: 25% variance" and "# clusters: 50% variance") used in place of the original coherence score. 16 In the NYT regressions, the main effect of the log of lagged maximum revenue remains positive but loses its significance. However, regressions including this interaction effect provide a significantly better fit for the data compared to regressions with only the main effects of revenue and schema coherence. 12/22/2003 evaluations of films from these genres. Critics may find such genres more complicated or difficult to review, and are thus less likely to review films from them. For Ebert, however, I do not find a similar pattern-the length of the genre adjective lists has no significant effect on the likelihood of critical attention (Model A in Table A3 .2 in the Appendix). Importantly, the inclusion of this variable does not change the effects of schema coherence appreciably for either the NYT or Ebert regressions.
Prior Category Exposure
Another possible explanation for the effects of schema coherence arises from the relationship between schema coherence and prior category exposure. A schema is built from experience with specific instances and is an abstraction of the actor's prior knowledge of a category (Fiske and Linville 1980; Fiske and Taylor 1984) . As a result, the amount of prior experience that an actor has had with a particular category is likely to contribute to the coherence of the schema.
In particular, greater experience with members of a category is likely to lead to greater coherence in the schema an actor holds for that category. With a greater amount of experience, an actor can better abstract from experiences to reach a number of consistent organizing principles Park 1986 ). This suggests that a greater amount of prior exposure to a particular category increases the degree to which a critic will form a clear and organized schema for it. If the number of years required to collect the sample of reviews (prior to 1996) is negatively related to the amount of variance explained for a schema, this would support the idea that critics develop more coherent schemas for genres that they have had more frequent exposure to over the years. However, although I find a negative correlation between number of years and schema coherence for both the NYT critics and Ebert, these correlations are not significant.
Despite this lack of significance, it is still important to investigate the possibility that amount of prior exposure to members of a category is primarily responsible for the effects of schema coherence on critical attention. It may be the case that critics simply allocate greater attention to categories that they have had more experience or familiarity with. Supplementary analyses, however, do not suggest prior exposure to be a substitute for schema coherence. While the number of years required to collect the sample of reviews for a film's genre had a significant negative effect on the film's likelihood of gaining critical attention for both the NYT critics and Ebert, the inclusion of this variable did not significantly alter the effects of schema coherence (see Tables A3.1 and A3 .2, Model B). This suggests that, while greater exposure to a category significantly increases the likelihood that critics will devote attention to future members of that category, this effect does not supplant the effects of schema coherence uncovered here.
Multiple Genre Films
In the original analyses, coherence scores were not assigned to films classified under more than one genre. Differences in the estimated likelihood of critical attention were thus based on differences in critics' attention towards films classified under single genres. This raises the question of whether or not the predicted patterns in critical attention will continue to persist when multiple genre films are included in assessments of schema coherence. To explore this question, I analyzed schema coherence for those multiple genre combinations which had a sufficient number of films to conduct the cluster analytic technique described earlier. For the NYT critics, I
was able to assss schema coherence scores for 18 multiple genre combinations; for Ebert, I
assessed 21.
In Tables A4.1 and A4 .2, I present the results when schema coherence scores for these combinations are included in analyses of critical coverage patterns. In the previous models, I
included a variable ("multiple genre") which indicated whether or not a film was classified under more than one genre. In the current analyses, I split this variable into two: (1) "multiple genre:
coherence score", which indicates that a film was classified under more than one genre and was assigned a coherence score, and (2) "multiple genre: no coherence score", which indicates that a film was classified under more than one genre but whose genre combination did not have enough observations to be assigned a coherence score. Films falling under this latter category continue to be assigned a value of zero for the variable "coherence score". Tables A4.1 
Discussion
Overall, the results presented in this paper provide considerable support for the main proposition that the structural properties of the evaluative schemas critics develop for product categories exert systematic constraints on their coverage decisions. The establishment of coherent standards for evaluation increases the likelihood that critics will direct attention to members of a category. The explanation offered here is that critics are engaged in a constant struggle for legitimacy and recognition. In order to gain legitimacy, critics must appeal to a coherent, and thus justifiable, system of standards in their evaluations of products. This creates a natural tendency for critics to favor arenas in which they have established clear and welldeveloped schemas for evaluation. Products belonging to categories for which critics have established more coherent schemas will receive disproportionately greater attention from critics, and thus attract greater attention and resources from consumers.
In addressing how differences in the structural properties of evaluative schema impact on critical attention, this study raises additional questions regarding the relationship between schemas and the evaluative act. For example, evaluative schemas are likely to not only shape the way in which critics allocate attention, but also the types of judgments they make among the objects of their attention. If this is the case, what are the implications of differences in schema structure for the types of evaluations that critics make? For example, given that schemas are shared among evaluators, it is likely that differences in the degree of coherence in these schemas will affect inter-rater variance in evaluations. Greater coherence in evaluative schemas is expected to lead to less variation across raters in evaluations, since critics will be more likely to refer to the same principles in their evaluations when they have coherent and organized evaluative schemas.
Differences in schema structure may also affect the extremity of critical judgments. Linville and Jones (1980) , for example, propose that differences in the complexity of schemas affect the extremity of judgments of target objects. Through a series of experimental studies, they find that less extreme evaluations are formed when subjects apply more complex schemas in their evaluations. Future research should work to document similar types of relationships among market actors as well as to explore their implications in terms of broader market dynamics.
Another interesting avenue for future research concerns the impact of prior exposure to a category on the coherence of schemas. In this study, I found evidence of a negative relationship between amount of exposure to a genre and the coherence of the schemas for both the NYT critics and Ebert. While this correlation was not significant, it suggests the possibility of an evolutionary model for schema formation. This follows research suggesting that, as schemas develop, actors increasingly focus on abstract principles rather than on concrete features or specific contexts Park 1986) . Research also suggests that, in very developed schemas, abstract principles are richly interconnected into tightly organized structures 12/22/2003 (see Fiske and Taylor 1984 for a review). As a result, well-developed schemas enable people to evaluative schema-consistent information quickly, consistently, and confidently (Lurigio and Carroll 1985) . Given that the number of categories used in these analyses was relatively small, future research investigating the relationship between prior exposure and schema coherence may provide greater insight into the validity of such a model.
One particularly interesting result uncovered in this study concerns the interaction between consumer demand and schema coherence for the NYT critics. The analyses presented here suggest that schema coherence exerts much more of an impact in terms of NYT coverage for films from genres that have generated little revenue in recent times. The positive impact that schema coherence brings a genre in terms of critical attention decreases as consumer demand for that genre increases. This relationship is similar to one found in Podolny, Stuart, and Hannan's (1996) In a similar spirit, I find that the positive effects of revenue on NYT critics' attention are especially pronounced for genres in which there is little coherence in schemas for evaluation. For product categories in which critics confront a high degree of uncertainty regarding underlying dimensions of quality, one should expect increasing reliance on observables such as previous consumer demand and status to guide coverage decisions. In supplementary analyses, I test for similar effects for status by interacting the variable indicating previous filmmaker success with each film's schema coherence score. In support of the notion that status will prove to be particularly important for critical coverage decisions in highly-uncertain contexts, I find that prior success has a significantly greater effect on NYT critics' attention for genres with less schema coherence.
However, it is important to note that the effects for Ebert for both the interaction between schema coherence and revenue and between schema coherence and status are non-significant. In both cases, the main effects of revenue and status are positive and significant, and the addition of an interaction term does not improve the model significantly. This suggests that, while Ebert looks for guidance from the consuming audience in terms of his coverage patterns for all types of movies, NYT critics only look for guidance when they confront a high degree of uncertainty regarding how to evaluate a film. This might be attributed to the different audiences that the two 12/22/2003 sets of critics address. Conventional wisdom suggests that NYT critics address a more "highbrow" audience than the Chicago Sun-Times and, in reviewing the types of films that may be most likely to interest their particular audience, may be less likely to be affected by mainstream consumer demand. This is consistent with the finding by Zuckerman and Kim (2003) that the NYT displayed a stronger preference for reviewing independent releases (and thus to avoid major Hollywood releases) relative to the Chciago Sun-Times. NYT critics may feel less pressure to conform to mainstream consumer demand and may only turn to mainstream demand for guidance in selecting movies to review when they confront a high level of uncertainty over standards for evaluation. It is also possible that focusing on overall consumer demand is not a fair test of the consumer demand hypotheiss, and that a more appropriate test would focus on demand among the specific readership of different periodicals. Regardless, this divergence in results for the NYT critics and Ebert suggests that the way in which critics act out their roles as market intermediaries may differ systematically by factors such as the type of audience the critic addresses, the relative status of the critic in the industry, and so forth.
Overall, this study expands current understanding of the general role of critics as mediators of the market. The ability of critics to assert their influence as market intermediaries varies across different contexts. What this research suggests is that this differential influence may be the result, at least in part, of the degree to which critics have been successful in developing coherent standards for the evaluation of goods. Moreover, the tendency of critics to favor areas of the market for which they have already developed coherent evaluative schemas only works to sustain this dynamic. In allocating greater attention to product categories with more coherent schemas, critics expose themselves to more experiences with members of these categories, which brings even more coherence to their schemas. Understanding such dynamics may be useful in understanding why critics come to establish a significant presence in some markets, while they have no power over decision-making and market dynamics in others.
While this research has clear implications for understanding of critical mediation in market contexts, it also taps issues at the heart of neo-institutional theory. In particular, it develops understanding of how beliefs shape the behavior and fates of market actors by directly examining the underlying properties of belief systems. The focus of this approach on analyzing and unpacking belief systems is congruent with recent work by Ruef (2000) studying the institutional logics underlying organizational fields. In his research, Ruef uses semantic-based analysis of the discourse of health care professionals to identify the primary dimensions underlying form distinctions among healthcare organizations. This information is then used to explore how the distribution of organizations along such dimensions affects the emergence of 12/22/2003 new organizational forms. In similar vein, Scott, Ruef, Mendel, and Caronna (2000) use semantic-based analysis of health-care journals to study changes in broad institutional frameworks and their effects on organizations within the field of healthcare. Direct examination of belief systems through the semantic-analysis of the discourse of actors allows for greater analytical specificity of how belief systems shape social organization and behavior among market and organizational actors.
This study also draws attention to importance of studying the structural properties of belief systems. Above and beyond the specific content embodied in actors' belief systems, the way in which this content is structured also has the power to exert systematic influence on actors'
perceptions, evaluations, and actions. Previous studies in this specific area of inquiry suggest that that the structures of evaluative schemas for different categories of products in a market shape the way in market producers sort across those categories (Hsu 2003a; 2003b) . As in these previous studies, the results of the current paper continue to provide encouragement for future research into how cognitive structuration affects social behavior and structure within markets. 
